From power states to welfare states, we track the history of ideas and practices of state developmental action through the ebb and flow of arguments for intervention. We compare justifications of state intervention based on the need to overcome economic discontinuities with arguments pointing to the risks of as well as antidotes to state capture by private interests, and with Amartya Sen's broad approach to development. We also review significant national experiences of development and welfare states illustrating the different views, and identify the outgrowth of an integrated social, political, and economic defense of state intervention for Celia Lessa Kerstenetzky and Jaques Kerstenetzky
from the "one size fits all" rule, focusing less on efficiency and more on the dynamics of growth.
1
As it turns out, the "new structural" perspective of the World Bank (Lin 2011) briefly referred to in the preceding section is an indication of the search for new orientations; a twist of ideas from within the institutionalist field, suggesting a "contextual" alternative to "universal" institutionalism, is yet another one. While accepting that something went wrong with state intervention in the failed development cases, the new perspective claims that countries should be permitted to build their own institutional solutions to self-perceived development problems, drawing on their own experiences and circumstances. It is, in one version, a matter of emphasizing "small scale," community, or group level development projects, to the detriment of state-led "big development" (Pritchett, Woolcock, and Andrews 2010). In another version, it is a matter of deepening democracies. Even though a major impact of small development initiatives is yet to be reported, the political strand managed statistically to identify in a large sample of cases that "participatory" democracy has fared better than alternative regimes in promoting growth, especially "high quality growth," i.e., stable, predictable, resistant, and more equal economic growth (Rodrik 2000) . Seemingly, democratic regimes that give voice to non-elites are Celia Lessa Kerstenetzky and Jaques Kerstenetzky
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The "deepening democracies" perspective contributed an "effectiveness" argument to rehabilitate the political dimension of the state to development thinking: it established participatory democracy as a more appropriate framework to settle notions of public interest and developmental priorities than both "elite connections" and "state capture." The analysis of the success stories of developed countries, where the alignment of capital accumulation, sustained growth, and well-being roughly occurred, adds a "legitimacy" argument. There, on prominent accounts, economic transformation was assisted by broad negotiation on the distribution of its bonuses: co-evolving with democracy, a politically negotiated welfare state helped spread wellbeing through income redistribution and public goods provision while the economy was booming 2 It was also then that the roots were laid down of the notion that economic transformation should be negotiated, including a quid pro quo between wage restraint and social entitlements.
But political mobilization and the fifty-year-long social democratic rule in the twentieth century up to the 1970s were also key ingredients. In fact, the mature contours of the Danish welfare state took shape under social-democratic leadership after the Second World War: after a short flirtation in the interwar years with German-like insurance principles, the Danish turned to universalism, combining high levels of adequacy with a comprehensive view of social protection Celia Lessa Kerstenetzky and Jaques Kerstenetzky
Chapter 45 Page 29 (Obinger et al. 2010; Esping-Andersen 1990) . Myriad universal benefits and quality services funded by general taxation were designed to protect the whole citizenry from life cycle, intergenerational, and economic vicissitudes.
In the "golden years" between 1945 and 1973, the welfare state was also instrumental in achieving high levels of employment and economic activity. It was an important source of jobs (about 30 percent of employment, most of it female) and it facilitated female economic participation, with the introduction of universal daycare and family policies such as paid maternity and paternity leaves and family allowances. The dual-earner family model that was then being encouraged later proved to be a potent shield against child poverty and a poor future, placing Denmark in a privileged position among its OECD peers. Investment in early childhood education also turned out to be an equalizer of life chances. Finally, the creation of a public employment system, another important innovation of the period, also turned out to be strategic in the coming decades. But, of course, welfare states and democracy exist under many guises and with varying accomplishments. Hence, questions of interest include features of the socially chosen capability sets, comprising provision and distribution of their key elements, and tensions and complementarities between, e.g., political participation and representation, participation and inequalities, market generated inequalities, and political support for redistribution.
Also, there is the question of scale involving the successful stories of Kerala and Denmark: are these accomplishments likely to occur in big countries, such as Nigeria or Brazil, where concerted social action may prove more difficult to achieve? This is an empirical question that no doubt should attract a great deal of attention. But while these cases leave open the question of whether there is a maximum scale for successful social transformation-even though Kerala stands as a success story of a big region within a huge country-they nevertheless show there seems to be no "minimum scale" for decentralization policies and participatory democracy, two strategies that were central to the positive outcomes. This suggests that a similar path should be followed in all cases. In any case, future development studies might focus on forms of democracy, decentralization, and welfare state configurations.
